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score, he earned in just five years both a Bachelor’s degree (Political Science) and Master’s degree 
(Social Science) from California State University, Fullerton. While pursuing his MA degree, he 
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and psychologists who Dr. Stevenson personally interviewed, is the greatest book ever written 
about how the use of mental training techniques, such as visualization, self-hypnosis, meditation, 
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Doctors Who Ever Lived: The Arab Physicians during the Golden Era of the Arab Civilization had 
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in his book, Reminiscences of a Frequenter to the 1878-1881 Meetings of the Anthropology Society 
of Paris. Some of these papers were authored by such immortal scientists as Dr. Arthur Bordier, 
“The Father of Craniology,” and Dr. Gustave Le Bon, “The Father of Social Psychology.” 

Most importantly, all of Dr. Stevenson’s many written works are contained on the Internet 
Archive website, which you can download and read for free. You can also download and listen for 
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PREFACE 


On August 4, 1974 Richard M. Nixon resigned as President of the United States, the first 
such President in US history to do so. Influencing his decision to resign was the fact that by July 
30, 1974 Congress’s House Judiciary Committee had adopted three separate articles of 
impeachment against Nixon—for obstruction of justice, abuse of power, and defiance of the 
committees subpoenas for 42 recorded conversations held in the White House between Nixon and 
key White House staff members. On August 5, 1974 Nixon released under court order the so-called 
“smoking gun” June 23, 1972 taped conversation he had held with H. R. Haldeman, his Chief of 
Staff at the time; this conversation revealed Nixon’s approval of Haldeman’s plan to have Nixon 
order the CIA to halt the FBI’s investigation of what came to be known as the Watergate Affair. 
The FBI had been investigating the circumstances surrounding the June 17, 1972 break-in by five 
paid operatives of the Nixon Presidential re-election campaign of the Democratic Party’s national 
headquarters located at the Watergate Office Building in Washington, D.C. All five of these 
operatives had been arrested. Nixon and his high-level White House staffers were worried that the 
FBI would learn that one or more White House officials had ordered or approved the burglary, and 
rather than come clean from the very beginning, Nixon and key high-level White House aides 
decided to engage in a cover-up. 


In his book, The Nixon Defense, John W. Dean, Nixon’s White House counsel (attorney) 
from July 9, 1970 to April 30, 1973 expresses his wonder about how such a politically-astute and 
smart man as Richard Nixon, who had served as Vice-President for 8 years under President 
Eisenhower (1953-1961) and then himself was elected President in 1968 and re-elected in 1972 in 
the third largest landslide in US history, could have allowed his Presidency to be brought down by 
a botched burglary. In viewing the nationally-televised testimony of Nixon White House staffers 
before the Senate Watergate Committee, which began May 17, 1973, I developed a suspicion 
regarding what might have been the underlying cause behind the unwise actions taken by the 
President and his aides. For the most important high-level Nixon aides came across to me as being 
people who possessed what’s known as a High Machiavellian personality. It turns out that the field 
of Social Psychology had scientifically studied and defined the various characteristics that one 
finds in such a personality. As you will learn in reading the original version of this book—my 
Master’s Thesis, titled An Empirical Study of the Nature of Machiavellianism as Uncovered in the 
White House Tapes—the following are some of the characteristics of a High Machiavellian 
personality: 

A High Mach person will not become emotionally involved in situations requiring 
persuasion. The High Mach appears unconcerned about fairness in disputes—trather, he searches 
for the expedient solution. 

High Machs are “cool” and “detached.” 

High Machs treat other people as objects, things. 

A High Mach person will manipulate much more than a Low Mach person. 

A High Mach person maintains his individual orientation in a group regardless of who his 
partners are. In fact, a High Mach always seems to be in control. 
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Now, given the High Mach personality’s aptitude for manipulation, which more often than 
not results in the person gaining control over a high-value situation, it would make sense to believe 
that Nixon’s top White House staff members, were they High Machs, thought that they could find 
a way to successfully control and limit the FBI’s investigation into the Watergate Affair. In 
addition, it also makes sense to believe that they likely thought that they could get President Nixon 
to approve their various plans and ideas regarding how to prevent the FBI and the public from 
learning about involvement in the Watergate affair by Nixon White House officials. Indeed, John 
Dean points out in his book that Nixon’s top aides—H. R. Haldeman, John Ehrlichman (Nixon’s 
Chief Assistant for Domestic Affairs), John Mitchell (former Attorney General and head of 
Nixon’s 1972 Committee to Re-elect the President), and himself—all shared the same attitudes 
and motives in regard to how to handle the Watergate Affair. 


Dean also analyzes the key June 23, 1972 conversation between Haldeman and Nixon, and 
highlights perhaps the conversation’s most important section where Haldeman engages in 
salesmanship to try to get Nixon to go along with his recommendation to have the CIA intervene 
and stop the FBI from pursuing their Watergate investigation. The sales job section—a skillful 
attempt at manipulation—is the bolded part below: 

[Haldeman speaking to Nixon]: Now, on the investigation, you know the Democratic 
break-in thing, we’re back to the problem area because the FBI is not under control, because Gray 
[i.e., the FBI Director] doesn’t exactly know how to control it and they have—their investigation 
is now leading into some productive areas—because they’ve been able to trace the money—not 
through the money itself—but through the bank sources—the banker. And, it goes in some 
directions we don’t want it to go... Mitchell came up with yesterday, and John Dean analyzed 
very carefully last night and concludes, concurs now with Mitchell’s recommendation that 
the only way to solve this, and we’re set up beautifully to do it, ah, in that .. . That the way to 
handle this now is for us to have Walters [i.e., Acting Director of the CIA] call Pat Gray and just 
say, “Stay to hell out of this—this is, ah, business here we don’t want you to go any further on it.” 
That’s not an unusual development, and, ah, that would take care of it. 


Note Haldeman’s concern over the White House’s lack of control over the investigation 
into the Watergate Affair, something which would particularly bother a High Mach personality 
who is used to controlling events. Note also the expedient nature of Haldeman’s proposed 
solution—the type of solution that a High Mach would find appealing. Had it worked, Haldeman’s 
plan certainly would have put an end to Nixon’s worries over the Watergate Affair. However, 
Haldeman’s plan, which Nixon ended up approving, didn’t work, and only succeeded in getting 
Nixon, Haldeman and others engaged in the cover-up into deeper hot water. 


Ultimately, Haldeman, Ehrlichman, and Mitchell were convicted in federal court of 
conspiracy, obstruction of justice, and perjury, and sentenced to serve 2 4 to 8 years in prison. 
John Dean pled guilty to obstruction of justice, but because he cooperated with prosecutors by 
testifying against other Watergate defendants, he only served a total of 4 months in a “safe house” 
during the period of time in which he was providing his courtroom testimony. 


Now, the question that came to my mind while viewing the televised Watergate Committee 


hearings was this: Was President Nixon surrounded by staffers who were High Mach personalities, 
that is, people predisposed to acting in an “end justifies the means” manner? Or, by chance did a 
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sort of personality “checks and balances” situation exist in regard to Nixon’s top White House 
staffers whereby some of them were not High Mach individuals and might, in fact, have been Low 
Mach personalities who embraced the notion that “honesty is the best policy?” I suspected the 
former was the case; but, lacking scientifically-derived evidence regarding the Machiavellian 
nature of the key Watergate figures my suspicion remained just that—a suspicion. 


My Master’s Thesis project attempted to answer the above two questions. It did so by 
setting up various experimental conditions to scientifically analyze and rate the Machiavellian 
nature of each statement made in five different taped conversations that the five key Watergate 
figures—Nixon, Haldeman, Ehrlichman, Mitchell, and Dean—participated in. And, as you will 
learn, 9 of the statements made by four of the above participants—Haldeman, Ehrlichman, 
Mitchell and Dean—all received the same statistically significant rating. Not one of these 9 
statements received a Low Mach rating. As by now you can no doubt guess, each one of the 9 
statements received a High Mach rating. Interestingly, none of President Nixon’s statements 
received either a High Mach or a Low Mach rating. What could account for this result is that Nixon 
might have been a Middle Mach personality, as there are gradations of Machiavellianism that an 
individual can possess. 


Based on the high percentage of High Mach rated statements made by Haldeman (4 out of 
a total of 12 statements he made rated as High Mach, whereas no statements by him rated as Low 
Mach), my study determined that he could with a very high level of confidence be classified as a 
High Mach personality. Meanwhile, given the lower percentage of High Mach statement ratings 
obtained for Ehrlichman, Mitchell, and Dean, along with the absence of any of their statements 
being rated as Low Mach, these three individuals my study also classified as being High Mach, 
though not quite with the same level of confidence that existed in the case of Haldeman. Assuming 
that all four of the above individuals were High Machs, as my study’s data strongly indicates, 
it can be said that the underlying cause of the Watergate Affair which led to the downfall of 
the Nixon Presidency was a lack of any “checks and balances” situation existing within the 
Nixon White House in regard to the most important personality trait affecting the practice 
of politics: Machiavellianism. 


ABSTRACT 


This study investigated how one’s level of Machiavellianism might be determined without 
the Mach IV or Mach V test having to be administered to an individual, and whether “pure” forms 
of Machiavellianism can be detected. A rating task was developed wherein separate statements 
made by President Nixon and four high-level officials in the Nixon Administration (three of whom, 
H. R. Haldeman, John Ehrlichman, and John Dean were White House staff members), transcribed 
from five White House tapes, were rated in terms of their level of Machiavellianism. The tapes, 
dating from the June 23, 1972 to the March 22, 1973 time period, were made public under federal 
court order, and the nature of their comments was instrumental in leading President to resign as 
President on August 8, 1974. The rating task fell into one of four experimental conditions. Twenty- 
eight subjects participated in the task, with seven subjects assigned to each condition. No 
significant difference was found in comparing the total number of rating agreements generated by 
each of the four experimental conditions. Nine statements made by the four Nixon Administration 
officials qualified as “pure” forms of High Machiavellianism, and none of the statements qualified 
as being a “pure” form of Low Machiavellianism. Based on the number of statements qualifying 
as a “pure” form of Machiavellianism made by each of the four officials, an assessment of these 
officials’ level of Machiavellianism was made. All four officials were assessed, with a moderate 
to high level of confidence, to be High Machiavellians. It is reasonable to assume that the 
phenomenon of Machiavellianism exists independently of the context in which it is studied. 


SECTION I 


INTRODUCTION 


In connection with this matter of the Decemvirate, we should notice also how 
easily men are corrupted and become wicked, although originally good and well 
educated. This may be observed in those young nobles whom Appius had chosen for 
his followers, and who, for the small advantages they derived from it, became 
supporters of his tyranny; also in Quintus Fabius, one of the second Decemvirate, 
who, having been one of the best of men, but blinded by a little ambition and seduced 
by the villainy of Appius, changed his good habits into the worst, and became like 
Appius himself. 


Niccolo Machiavelli, The Discourses 


Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) 
Italian Renaissance-era diplomat, author, 
philosopher and historian 


The Concerns of the Study 


This study investigates three major concerns: 1) how a person’s level of Machiavellianism 
might be determined without having that person take the Mach IV or Mach V test; 2) whether 
“pure” forms of Machiavellianism can be detected, and 3) an analysis of some of the key Watergate 
figures in terms of their level of Machiavellianism. Techniques derived from the investigation of 
the first concern are applied for investigation into the third area of interest. The third area— 
Watergate—should be viewed in this light: it is a convenient vehicle to test out various techniques. 


In its Final Report the Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities—i.e., 
the Senate Watergate Committee—described the Watergate Affair as follows: 


Watergate is one of America’s most tragic happenings. This characterization of Watergate 
is not merely based on the fact that the Democratic National Committee headquarters at the 
Watergate office building was burglarized in the early morning hours of June 17, 1972. Rather, it 
is also an appraisal of the events that led to the burglary and its sordid aftermath, an aftermath 
characterized by corruption, fraud, and abuse of official power.! 


The Behavior of Many Watergate Figures 


The Senate Watergate Committee made the following observation about the Watergate 
Affair participants: 


The Watergate Affair reflects an alarming indifference displayed by some in the high 
public office of position to concepts of morality and public responsibility and trust. Indeed, the 
conduct of many Watergate participants seems grounded on the belief that the ends justified the 
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means. . . 


In other words, had the participants in the Watergate Affair been predisposed to practice 
conventional morality (honesty is the best policy, love thy neighbor, etc.), it is unimaginable that 
the many illegal acts which constitute the Watergate Affair could have possibly resulted. However, 
as noted above, the Watergate figures—here defined as all those persons pleading guilty, convicted 
or pardoned for Watergate-related crimes—showed little disposition to adhering to conventional 
moral guidelines. As the Chairman of the Senate Watergate Committee, Senator Sam J. Ervin, 
maintained, “. . . they violated the spiritual law which forbids one to do evil when they think good 
will result from it. . .”3 Such indifference to morality cannot adequately serve as a complete 
explanation for the Watergate phenomenon. It might, however, be regarded as an important 
element whose presence served to reinforce the tendency of some of the participants to engage in 
the activities mentioned above. 


Spranger’s Political Type of Man 


In reflecting upon the comments of Senator Ervin, Eduard Spranger’s delineation of the 
political type of personality is instructive: Spranger said this: 


SENATOR SAM ERVIN 
CHAIRMAN, SENATE WATERGATE COMMITTEE 


It still remains a great problem of politics whether it is better to be honest or to make use 
of apt hypocrisies. The question is always as to the expediency in the isolated political system and 
never whether it would be moral. . .* 


The handwritten notation of H. R. Haldeman, former White House Chief of Staff, that 
appeared on the January 21, 1970 memorandum from Jeb S. Magruder, former Special Assistant 
to the President, can be placed next to Spranger’s above remark. Note how Haldeman seems to 
meet Spranger’s expectation as to how a political type of personality should behave. Haldeman’s 
comment reads: “Ill approve whatever will work—and am concerned with results—not 
methods.”» 


In another instance, Spranger provided this insight about the political type of man: 


On the other hand, in his dealings with the rabble the man of power takes great pains not 
to be seen through: “That is the art, not to let yourself be wholly known and to remain forever a 
mystery,” says Holofernes in Hebbel’s Judith.® 


John D. Ehrlichman, Chief Assistant for Domestic Affairs to President Nixon, appeared to 
follow the above description of the man of power with precision in the case of his handwritten 
response to the August 11, 1971 memorandum from Emil Krogh, director of the “Special 
Investigation Unit” (also known as the “Plumbers’”’) established inside the White House, and David 
Young, a member of this unit. Ehrlichman stated in part: 


In this connection we would recommend that a covert operation be undertaken to examine 
all the medical files still held by Ellsberg’s psychoanalyst covering the two-year period in which 
he was undergoing analysis.’ 


As explained in the Final Report of the Senate Watergate Committee: 


Beneath this recommendation were the words “Approve” and “Disapprove,” each followed 
by a blank space. The handwritten letter “E” was placed in the blank space after the word 
“Approve” and beneath it, also in handwriting, was the message “if done under your assurance 
that it is not traceable.” Ehrlichman testified that the letter “E” and the handwriting beneath it 
are his.® 


The above two examples are instances where actions of certain Watergate figures parallel 
Spranger’s description as to how the political type of man acts. Were these examples isolated, they 
could be regarded in the same manner as Edgar Allan Poe’s mastermind hero, Le Chevalier C. 
Auguste Dupin, regarded certain particulars in the case of the Rue Morgue murders, that is, as 
mere coincidences, for “coincidences ten times as remarkable as this happened to all of us every 
hour of our lives, without attracting even momentary notice.”” However, the examples cannot be 
regarded as isolated coincidences. One is compelled to reread and ponder the earlier-presented 
Senate Watergate Committee quote which highlighted what it believed to be a significantly 
disturbing behavioral pattern displayed by many of the Watergate figures. 


H. R. HALDEMAN 
WHITE HOUSE CHIEF OF STAFF 


JOHN EHRLICHMAN 
CHIEF ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR DOMESTIC AFFAIRS 


What is being proposed for testing purposes is that many Watergate figures possessed the 
same personality type, with this being the political type of man, as opposed to the five other types 
of men proposed by Spranger—theoretic, economic, social, aesthetic, and religious. This is not to 
be insisted upon as fact, but it is to be investigated because such a study’s results could prove to 
be extremely important. For example, were it found that most of the key Watergate figures fell 
into the political type of man category, it could be claimed that the Watergate Affair occurred 
because there existed no, or at best only a very inadequate, personality checks and balances 
situation operating at the highest level of President Nixon’s Administration and campaign staff. In 
addition, given such a finding one could also strongly recommend that future US Presidents not 
surround themselves with advisors who only were “ends justified the means” type of people. 


It should be stated that Spranger’s work is largely a synthesis of the ideas of the great 
philosophers and men of action of the ages. The ability of one to compare the Watergate figures’ 
behavior in terms of Spranger’s types of men, and label them accordingly, is not doubted. 
However, such comparisons are only as good as the ideas upon which they are based. A substitute 
for Spranger’s political type, one that is experimentally derived, would be most helpful, for 
investigation could then be grounded on scientific foundation instead of on provocative armchair 
philosophy. 


Machiavellianism 


Such a substitute for Spranger’s political type does exist. In the field of Social Psychology 
scientists have investigated a personality trait called Machiavellianism. The efforts of these 
scientists have led to the creation and publication of the most authoritative book pertaining to this 
trait—Richard Christie and Florence L. Geis’s Studies in Machiavellianism. These two 
investigators scoured Machiavelli’s writing for “statements that could be used as scale items,” and 
a test was constructed and refined to the extent that it is believed to accurately tap a person’s 
Machiavellianism or agreement with Machiavelli. Christie and Geis defined Machiavellianism as 
1) “a relatively lack of affect in interpersonal relationships,” 2) “a lack of concern with 
conventional morality,” 3) “a lack of gross psychopathology,” and 4) “low ideological 
commitment.”!° Experiments were then conducted in which it was noted how those who had scored 
“high,” “middle,” and “low” on the test behaved. Confirmation or disconfirmation of hypotheses 
generated by the investigators’ understanding of Machiavellianism and pertinent social 
psychology principles resulted. 


Machiavellian Elements 


The benefit of obtaining extensive scientific findings about a trait that originates from an 
incomplete theory is cause for concern. Of the seventy-one test items initially devised by Christie 
only “eleven statements dealt with what might be called abstract or generalized morality. . .” 
Christie explained that “the fewest items appear in this last category because the construction of 
items tended to follow Machiavelli’s writings rather closely and Machiavelli was less concerned 
with abstractions and ethical judgments than with pragmatic advice.”!! Underrepresentation of 
morality also manifested itself in the two paper and pencil tests that measure Machiavellianism, 
the Mach IV and Mach V tests. Only two of twenty items fell into the category of morality on 


these tests. Inclusion of more items dealing with morality should provide necessary balance; this 
might be effected by devising items that originate from other writings, such as Spranger’s, which 
discuss questions of morality in greater detail. 


At this point it is very important to note that analysis of the Mach IV scale by M. Lee 
Williams et a/ has shown it to be “multidimensional instead of unidimensional in nature.”!? These 
investigators uncovered four dimensions or factors that are components of the Mach IV scale: 
1) Communication Ethics, 2) Manipulative Strategies and Assumptions, 3) Dispositions Toward 
People, and 4) Moral Behavior. And, they suggested the following: 


It would appear that a much more accurate use of the scale would be to obtain a score for 
each of the four factors and use them as independent components of Machiavellianism. 


Even before such perfecting adjustments are made to the Mach IV scale, one can still profit 
from an investigation of the trait Machiavellianism. One reason why this is so is because the theory 
(incomplete as it may be) behind this trait and findings derived from various examinations of it 
echo Spranger’s ideas on the political type of man. For example, Machiavelli, in his famous book, 
The Discourses, made this remark: “Whoever desires to found a state and give it laws, must start 
with assuming that all men are bad and ever ready to display their vicious nature.”'* We can see 
that the political type of man mirrors Machiavelli’s founder of a state when Spranger provides the 
following description of him: “He inclines to ascribe low motives to men, largely because a 
majority of mankind can thus be influenced.”!> And, when Spranger observes of the political type 
of man that “according to him, everyone has a price,”’!° we see a parallel to this in Machiavelli’s 
recommendation to the ruler that “. . . he ought, at convenient seasons of the year, to keep the 
people occupied with festivals and shows.”!” 


As one might expect, the experimental findings derived from investigations of the trait 
Machiavellianism also stack up well with Spranger’s description of the political type of man. For 
example, Spranger stated that “the pure man of power is the man of self-emphasis and self- 
assertion. He is therefore usually not a warmhearted friend but a misanthrope. Anyone who really 
wants to rule cannot surrender or sacrifice himself.’””!* This statement compares favorably with the 
finding of Christie and Geis that “. . . high Machs remain relatively unmoved by emotional 
involvement with others. . .”!? Christie and Geis added this about high Mach individuals: “They 
are adept at getting what they want from others without overt hostility. They take what they get 
coolly and do not reciprocate the generosity, but usually they have not promised reciprocity.””° 


One more example shall be mentioned. In describing the political type of man Spranger 
observed, “Knowledge of man in politics amounts to knowledge of the serviceability of the 
individual. Human beings are like pawns or dollars and cents.”’”! This description is in line with 
social psychologist James Durkin’s finding as to how low Machiavellians and high Machiavellians 
treat other human beings. Durkin reported: 


Since low-Mach groups showed significant interactions and highs did not, these data 
support the hypothesis that lows treat others as persons in particular while highs treat others 
generally as cognitive objects.” 


Spranger’s ideas on the political type of man, the findings derived from the many 
investigations conducted by social psychologists of the trait Machiavellianism, and Machiavelli’s 
writings possess common themes. Therefore, the selection of the trait Machiavellianism for this 
study of President Nixon and the key Watergate figures cannot be considered an unwise choice. It 
does have the advantage of being grounded on the scientific method. 


Methods for Estimating Machiavellianism 


The ideal situation would be for one to administer the Mach V test to those involved in the 
Watergate Affair, in order to assess these individuals’ level of Machiavellianism; but, those in the 
public eye rarely consent to having an assessment relating to an aspect of their personality be 
conducted. In the case of this study, eight persons associated with the Watergate Affair were sent 
the Mach V test, and only two of them—President Nixon and Senator Ervin—formally, though 
not personally, responded. Both could not or would not participate. This development led to the 
creation of indirect methods for estimating a person’s level of Machiavellianism. 


The literature has yielded one such attempt of training people in the art of estimating 
another person’s level of Machiavellianism. Florence Geis et al, in their study, “In Search of the 
Machiavel,” provided this report about the training—training which you’ll see was quite simple— 
they gave to two observers in regard to trying to estimate a person’s Machiavellianism: 


The two observers were instructed that high Machs would be personally cold, distant, and 
detached, but perform the deception and other manipulations with “authority, finesse, and verve,” 
while the lows would be personally warm, close and “empathic,” but perform the manipulations 
in a flat, colorless, and generally unimpressive way. With this information, the two observers 
achieved significant agreement with the Mach scales in classifying the subjects.” 


The two observers saw a subject behave under the experimental situation, and then 
classified the subject as either a High or Low Machiavellian. The inarguable reasoning Geis et al 
provided for their conclusion that the two observers had “achieved significant agreement with the 
Mach scales in classifying the subjects” is as follows: 


Fifty-one blind predictions of the Mach scale classification of the subject just observed 
were obtained from the observers. . . Of the 51 [predictions], 38, or 74.5% correctly identified the 
subject’s Mach scale classification. The probability of this percentage of correct guesses by 
chance was .001 by chi square.”4 


Now, tremendous importance must be assigned to the above finding by Geis et al. This is 
because if with but a smattering of training—i.e., “high Machs would be personally cold, distant, 
and detached,” etc.—one can accurately classify people as to their level of Machiavellianism, then 
the administration of the Mach V test loses much of its imperativeness. Persons who avoid taking 
the Mach V test can still be correctly classified so long as their behavior can be analyzed. One 
would be wise to be cautious in his expectations on this matter, though, for the success of two 
observers is not the same as success by 100 or 1,000 observers. Even so, the potential for accurately 
classifying others’ Machiavellianism via indirect methods is so great that a major effort of this 
study is directed towards investigation of this approach. It is known, for example, that 
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psychologists on the staff of the Central Intelligence Agency often use indirect methods in 
assessing the personality characteristics of foreign leaders; they do this because knowing as much 
as possible about a foreign leader’s personality constitutes clearly valuable information and may 
prove to be the key in helping the US President successfully deal with actions taken by the foreign 
leader, especially during a crisis. 


The Analysis of Behavior 


In the instance of the Watergate Affair, what behaviors of the Watergate figures are there 
available to analyze? There are several—television interviews, speeches, court and Senate 
Watergate Committee testimony, among others. However, one must guard against relying upon 
any data derived from the above sources, for the problem of posturing enters the picture, 
complicating one’s evaluation of the behavior. The public figure often is less interested in telling 
the truth than in presenting a favorable image. The April 29, 1974 television and radio address by 
President Richard M. Nixon can be considered to be a prime example of posturing. He stated in 
part: 


If read with an open and a fair mind, and if read together with the record of the actions that 
I took, these transcripts will show that what I have stated from the beginning to be the truth has 
been the truth: That I personally had no knowledge of the break-in before it occurred, that I had 
no knowledge of the cover-up until I was informed of it by John Dean on March 21, 1973 that I 
never offered clemency for the defendants, and that after March 21 my actions were directed 
toward finding the facts and seeing that justice was done fairly and according to the law.” 


As we'll see later, when Nixon said above that he “had no knowledge of the cover-up until 
I was informed of it by John Dean on March 21, 1973,” that was a lie. Now, for researchers the 
problem of posturing can be circumvented by utilizing data which originated in behavior that took 
place in a private setting and was not concerned with making a favorable impression on others. In 
this study transcripts of the Nixon White House tapes seemed to be the most promising data to use 
in that posturing by the participants whose remarks were recorded is negligible. The following 
statement made by Richard Nixon in an affidavit filed in United States District Court, supporting 
his lawsuit to regain tapes and documents still held by the federal government after his Presidency 
had ended, lends credence to this assertion, for Nixon is arguing here for the preservation of 
something differing greatly from posturing: 


It is my opinion that the confidentiality of a constitutional officeholder’s communications 
with members of his staff, and between him and other individuals, must be preserved in order to 
assure the type of freewheeling, candid and often blunt or critical advice that is so vital to the 
performance of his office.”° 


Content Analysis 
The reading of transcripts of the White House taped conversations of President Nixon and 


his top aides is not as desirous as listening to the tapes of these discussions. Critical voice 
inflections and other tonal qualities that would be helpful in one’s arriving at judgments are not 
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present in the former. Still, content analysts maintain that the written record is not without its uses. 
Philip J. Stone et al said this about content analysis: 


Content analysis is any research technique for making inferences by systematically and 
objectively identifying specified characteristics within text. Inference is presented in our definition 
as the raison d’ etre of content analysis. The fundamental assumption appears in the quotation 
from Hobbes, that words not only reflect “the significance of what we imagine their nature” but 
“have a signification also of the nature, disposition and interests of the speaker.” 7’ 


Richard W. Budd and his co-investigators make much the same point about the content 
analyst: 


... he taps into the process through the message to gain his primary information about the 
communication situation. With this information, he can give a detailed account of the 
communication and make limited predictions about the source and perhaps about the receiver.”® 


From this viewpoint language becomes behavior to be analyzed. Geis and others 
conceptualized the issue as it related to Machiavellianism in this manner: “If the Mach scales 
measure manipulative behavior as well as self-reported agreement with Machiavellian precepts 
about behavior, then high scorers ought to behave more manipulative than low scorers in a 
behavioral test situation.”””? 


The above conceptualization assesses the relationship between behavior and a paper and 
pencil test. In the instance of the White House tapes, the behavior is unavailable. What is available, 
though, are the conversations. These provide the basis and/or test for identifying Machiavellian 
characteristics. By regarding language as behavior to be analyzed, examination of the White House 
tape transcripts in terms of what Machiavellian tendencies were displayed, and thus possessed by 
the conversations’ participants, should bear fruit. 
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SECTION II 
THE EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 


You may escape, then, from the accusation of a single individual, unless you 
are convicted by some writing or other pledge, which you should be careful never to 
give. 


Niccolo Machiavelli, The Discourses 


First English translation of Machiavelli’s complete works 
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The General Task 


The author trained subjects in the concepts of Machiavellianism, and these instructed 
persons read selected conversations that took place between various Watergate figures. The 
subjects would then rate each remark made in these conversations by the Watergate figures as 
either High Mach, Low Mach, or Uncertain. The reader is referred to Appendix I which contains 
the entire packet handed the subjects. Both uncensored and censored versions are presented. 
Several steps had to be taken to operationalize this task. 


Operationalizing the Task 


First, it was found practical to limit attention to the White House tapes’ remarks made 
by five Watergate figures: President Richard M. Nixon, H. R. Haldeman, John D. Ehrlichman, 
John N. Mitchell, former Attorney General and campaign director of the Committee to Re-elect 
the President, and John W. Dean, III, Nixon’s White House counsel. This was done because: 
1) the participation of these five people in the conversations comprising the White House tape 
transcripts is significant, and 2) they can be considered the major actors in the Watergate Affair 
and cover-up. 


A second concern was not to have the training and rating task for the subject turn into a 
marathon. Accordingly, five conversations were chosen for the subject to analyze. Eighty-nine 
total remarks were contained in the five selected conversations. A remark is considered to be an 
oral comment. Interruption of the remark by an oral comment made by another participant in the 
conversation serves as the ending point for the original remark. 


It was believed that a one-page-long description of the characteristics of High and Low 
Machiavellianism would prove to be more than an adequate training tool This one-page 
Machiavellian Description Sheet originated out of an attempt to synthesize and reduce to readable 
English some of the more essential findings regarding the nature of the High and Low 
Machiavellian individual. An illustration of this attempt to synthesize Machiavellianism findings 
is the following description contained on the Machiavellian Description Sheet: “High Machs treat 
other persons as objects, things. The Low Mach treats others as persons.” A similar statement was 
made by Durkin because data obtained by him supported his “hypothesis that lows treat others as 
persons in particular while highs treat others generally as cognitive objects.”! 


The five conversations selected for the rating task and which have been arbitrarily 
numbered for easier reference were: 


Conversation 1 — The conversation held March 22, 1973, from 1:57 to 3:43 P.M., in the 
President’s EOB (Executive Office Building) office among President Nixon, John Dean, John 
Ehrlichman, H. R. Haldeman, and John Mitchell. The segment of the conversation starts with 
President Nixon asking John Dean if he had considered “all other possibilities,” and ends with 
John Ehrlichman stating that “it wouldn’t hurt” to hold a press briefing. 
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Conversation 2 — The conversation held June 23, 1972, from 10:04 to 11:39 A.M., between 
President Nixon and H. R. Haldeman. The passage begins with Haldeman informing the President 
about the “Democratic break-in thing” and ends with President Nixon approving the plan proposed 
by Haldeman to stop the FBI’s investigation of the Watergate affair (“Right, fine’’). 


Conversation 3 — This is the complete telephone conversation held March 7 or 8, 1973, time of 
day unknown, between John Dean and John Ehrlichman. 


Conversation 4 — The conversation held March 22, 1973, from 10:04 to 11:39 A.M., among 
President Nixon, John Mitchell, and John Dean. The passage begins with Nixon asking John 
Mitchell how long he had been in Florida and concludes with John Dean telling when he would 
come back from Ziegler’s office [Ron Ziegler was Nixon’s Press Secretary]. 


Conversation 5 — The same conversation as Conversation 4 [i.e., March 22, 1973 from 10:04 to 
11:39 A.M.] but involving a passage with just two participants speaking, President Nixon and John 
Mitchell. The passage begins with Nixon explaining “how the whole theory had been containment” 
and ends with John Mitchell affirming “why it’s important that that statement go up to the 
Committee.” 


Criteria for Selecting Conversations 


Why were the above five particular conversations selected for the rating task? Basically, it 
was believed that two criteria needed to be met. The first concern was that the conversations 
contain the actual words spoken by each conversation’s participants at the time, and that no editing 
of the participants’ spoken words had taken place. In the case of Conversations 1, 4, and 5 the 
House Judiciary Committee’s transcripts of the White House tapes were regarded as the authentic 
version.” With regards to Conversation 2, it can be assumed that the transcript of this conversation 
was released unedited inasmuch as the imminent consequence of this transcript’s release was 
Nixon’s resignation as President. As for the transcript of Conversation 3, no record exists of any 
challenge being raised in respect to the authenticity of the telephone tape from which it is derived; 
this transcript therefore qualified for analysis. 


The second criterion sought was a representative quantity or remarks from each of the five 
individuals chosen. This required some scrutiny of the authentic transcript, for Haldeman and 
Mitchell’s style of making infrequent remarks during conversations when others were present 
posed a problem. This necessitated a reliance on conversations where either Haldeman or Mitchell 
was isolated with the President. And, to ensure that a representative quantity of remarks made by 
Ehrlichman and Dean was able to be rated by the experiment’s subjects, the telephone conversation 
between Ehrlichman and Dean was selected. The number of remarks for each person thus totaled: 
Nixon — 30, Haldeman — 12, Dean — 20, Ehrlichman — 16, Mitchell — 11. The inclusion of 
more conversations would, obviously, have increased the number of remarks made by each person, 
but this would have made each subject’s rating task a more strenuous one. Only additional 
experimentation can determine the effects of such trade-offs. 


There was concern that the order in which the conversations was arranged in the packets 
could influence the subject in how he or she rated the remarks made by each Watergate figure. A 
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different grouping of conversations for each packet was therefore created. The Rating Answer 
Sheet was also designed to eliminate possible response bias. This was accomplished by alternating 
the order of the ratings to be circled—specifically, each of the possible six rating orders appeared 
every sixth time. 


FOOTNOTES 


1. Richard Christie and Florence L. Geis, Studies in Machiavellianism, (New York: Academic 
Press, 1970), p. 281. 

2. “Comparison of White House and Judiciary Committee Transcripts of Eight Recorded 
Presidential Conversations,” May-June, 1974. 
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SECTION III 
THE EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS 


Coincidences, in general, are great stumbling blocks in the way of that class 
of thinkers who have been educated to know nothing of the theory of probabilities— 
that theory to which the most glorious objects of human research are indebted for 
the most glorious of illustration. 


Edgar Allan Poe, The Murders in the Rue Morgue 


Edgar Allan Poe’s mastermind hero, Le Chevalier C. Auguste Dupin, 
who would have readily ascertained the High Machiavellian nature 
of President Nixon’s key White House staff members 
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Length of Instructions 


Two major concerns arose during preparation of the rating task. One concern was over the 
training vehicle, the Machiavellian Description Sheet. Was it too much for the subject to absorb? 
In other words, did this sheet contain too many descriptions of the High and Low Mach personality, 
creating therefore an information overload situation with the subject? The second concern was 
whether the Machiavellian Description Sheet provided the subject enough training in order for him 
or her to produce accurate ratings. Two experimental conditions were created to investigate these 
two concerns. The first condition, known as Long Instructions, contained the entire Machiavellian 
Description Sheet. The second condition, known as Short Instructions, differed from the first 
condition in that the following sentences were omitted from the Machiavellian Description Sheet: 


High Machs treat other persons as objects, things. The Low Mach treats others as persons. 

High Machs appear to be suspicious of people. Low Machs trust other people. 

In general High Machs hold a negative view of people. 

High Machs have a tendency to stereotype people, events, etc. 

Your High Mach person is much more likely (than a Low Mach) to make a controversial 
or socially undesirable statement about himself. 


Potentialities for Bias 


Yet another concern, quite frankly, was that some of the subjects would rate everything 
said by President Nixon and the other Watergate figures as High Mach. In addition, there was also 
an expressed concern over the possible negative connotations associated with the term 
“Machiavellianism.” To defuse these potentialities for bias two more experimental conditions were 
created. The first of these new experimental conditions, known as Uncensored, presented in the 
experimental packet the five taped conversations “‘as is,” and the term “Machiavellianism” was 
used throughout. The second condition, known as Censored, attempted to eliminate elements that 
could in any way be associated with the Watergate Affair. Proper names were changed. For 
example, President Nixon became “Person 4,” FBI became “law enforcement agency.” 
“Ophirianism” was substituted for the term “Machiavellianism.” It was hoped that such substitute 
anonymous-like terms removed stimuli for bias. 


Experimental Conditions and Hypotheses 
There are four experimental conditions to be investigated: 


TABLE 1 — THE FOUR EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS 


1. LONG INSTRUCTIONS — UNCENSORED / 2. SHORT INSTRUCTIONS — UNCENSORED 


3. LONG INSTRUCTIONS — CENSORED / 4.SHORT INSTRUCTIONS — CENSORED 
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The four experimental conditions generate six hypotheses to test: 


1. Long Instructions — Uncensored = Short Instructions — Uncensored 
2. Long Instructions — Uncensored = Long Instructions — Censored 

3. Long Instructions — Uncensored = Short Instructions — Censored 

4. Short Instructions — Uncensored = Long Instructions — Censored 

5. Short Instructions — Uncensored = Short Instructions — Censored 

6. Long Instructions — Censored = Short Instructions — Censored 


The Null Hypothesis 


The null hypothesis in each case is that ratings of the Watergate figures’ remarks are 
independent of the conditions under which the study is conducted. If the null hypothesis is 
confirmed, attention can be turned to the specific ratings themselves. For example, if under each 
condition a high percentage of the remarks are rated Low Mach, then it can be reasonably assumed 
that the five Watergate figures under study are not amoralistic people, nor political type of men. 


Proportion of Ratings 


It is predicted that the varying experimental conditions should make a difference in two 
ways—proportion of ratings and consistency of ratings. Under proportion of ratings, the “Long 
Instructions — Uncensored” and “Short Instructions — Uncensored” conditions should produce 
more High Mach ratings than the “Long Instructions — Censored” and “Short Instructions — 
Censored” conditions. If true, this would be because of 1) the subjects’ possible bias, and 2) the 
context of the conversation is clear to the rater and therefore would not obscure any amoral or 
High Mach elements present. Low Mach elements also remain unobscured under the two 
Uncensored conditions, but the editing or censorship process seems to possess an inherent ability 
to highlight the good or socially desirable, and thus gives an advantage to Low Mach or Uncertain 
ratings. 


Consistency of Ratings 


Examination into the consistency of ratings should reveal which of the four experimental 
conditions more accurately estimates a person’s level of Machiavellianism. “Consistency” here 
means the degree to which subjects working under a certain experimental condition agree among 
themselves, for example, that a particular remark made by Haldeman is rated High Mach. 
Consistency is expected to act as a function of the amount of information contained in each 
experimental condition. The most information is contained in the “Long Instructions — 
Uncensored” condition. The subject working and providing ratings under this condition has the 
advantage of studying the complete Machiavellian Description Sheet and hence possesses more 
information to utilize or disregard in arriving at a rating decision than does the subject working 
under the short instructions condition. In addition, under this same condition, the subject is 
working with the original conversations, a context it is maintained is the most understandable one. 
The assumption is that the subjects are capable of suspending whatever biases they have. By so 
doing, a higher level of agreement or consistency should result in this condition. 
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By contrast, the subject working under the “Short Instructions — Censored” condition 
possesses the least amount of information. He has fewer instructions to guide him in reaching a 
rating decision. In addition, the remarks he rates might at times thoroughly confuse him given that 
the substantive issues discussed by various Watergate figures are generally unclear, as well as who 
is addressing whom. This, in fact, is the intent of the Censored condition—to make things less 
clear in order to screen out possible biases. As far as the “Long Instructions — Censored” and 
“Short Instructions — Uncensored” conditions are concerned, it would be speculative to predict 
which element of these two conditions, length of instructions or context of the conversations, 
would produce the most significant variations in proportion and consistency of ratings data. 


Testing the Null Hypotheses 


The six null hypotheses are tested by running a differences-among-proportions test, also 
known as chi-square. This shows whether the conditions make a significant difference with regard 
to the proportion of ratings. A chi-square can also test the significance of inter-rater consistency. 
This is possible by the establishment of the following criteria: agreement (or High consistency) is 
considered achieved whenever five or more of the seven subjects participating under each 
experimental condition agree upon a particular rating for a certain remark. What has been come 
up with is an agreement ratio. This is derived from statistician Robert Burgess’s discussion of 
partition percentages: 


When the division is twofold, the percentage won, or similar figure, is really a measure of 
performance related to a standard. The ratio, actual/standard, therefore becomes a significant 
figure.! 


Now, what is being determined in this study is not “percentage won.” Rather, a similar 
figure—percentage agreeing upon a particular rating for the remark in question—is being obtained. 
The formula for this percentage is: 


Agreement Ratio = -------------------- 
Agree + Disagree 


The experimental condition generating significantly more agreements than the other conditions 
should be considered the condition which most accurately estimates a person’s level of 
Machiavellianism, assuming an inordinate amount of that condition’s agreements are not consisted 
of Uncertain rating agreements. 


“Pure” Forms of Machiavellianism 


It may be found that while the differing experimental conditions cause significant 
differences in the types of ratings generated, a few remarks may transcend the effects of the 
experimental conditions and produce significant agreement among the subjects as to their 
Machiavellian rating. So, also sought are “pure” forms of Machiavellianism that might penetrate 
the possible filtering process created by the introduction of four different experimental conditions. 
A “pure” form of Machiavellianism is considered to have been found whenever a minimum of 
three of the four experimental conditions are in agreement as to the rating of a particular remark. 
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That is, in each of the above three experimental conditions a minimum of five out of seven subjects 
must have agreed on a rating for the remark. In the fourth experimental condition no less than four 
out of the seven subjects must also agree with the subjects in the other three experimental 
conditions on the same rating. 


FOOTNOTE 


1. Robert W. Burgess, Introduction in the Mathematics of Statistics, (Cambridge, Massachusetts: 
The Riverside Press, 1927), p. 25-26. 
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SECTION IV 


PROCEDURE 


It has now become a serious necessity to better the breed of the human race. 
The average citizen is too base for the everyday work of modern civilization. 
Civilized man has become possessed of vaster powers than in old times for good or 
ill, but has made no corresponding advance in wits and goodness to enable him to 
direct his conduct rightly. 


Francis Galton, The Part of Religion in Human Evolution 


Francis Galton (1822-1911) 
The Father of Psychometrics and Differential Psychology 
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Two classes in Speech Communications—“Communication in Business and Industry” and 
“Interviewing: Theory and Process’—during the 1975 Spring semester at California State 
University, Fullerton were given, in the last week of April and second week of May, 1975 
respectively, the experimental packet (see Appendix I). These classroom sessions were supervised 
by Robert K. Stevenson, the author of this study, and the Speech Communications classes’ 
professor, Dr. Philip J. Schreiner. 


The “Interviewing: Theory and Process” class had eleven students who participated as 
subjects, while seventeen students enrolled in the “Communication in Business and Industry” class 
participated in the same manner. Seven subjects were assigned to each experimental condition. 
The participants were told that they should finish the rating task before the class period ended, and 
it was understood that participation was voluntary. They were requested not to talk during the 
rating task inasmuch as the rating task varied from individual to individual. Although the rating 
task was self-explanatory, the subjects could raise their hand if they had any questions. They were 
told to hand their packets in to Stevenson upon completion of the task, which they did. At a later 
class session Dr. Schreiner described the exact nature and purposes of the study to the participants. 


Twenty packets were created. The order of the conversations appearing in each packet were 
as follows: 


Conversation Number Conversation Number 
Packet #1 1, 2, 3,0 4,3 Packet #11 5, 3, 4, 1, 2 
Packet #2 2 ds By ae 3 Packet #12 W. 2e. ae de. I 
Packet #3 By, Dy. 2h Sy. I Packet #13 1, 4, By 23.3 
Packet #4 Dy. oe le Me 2 Packet #14 oy Me, Ty By oD 
Packet #5 Sy My. Be. Bye 8 Packet #15 By ly By ay A 
Packet #6 4, 3, ly Sy 2 Packet #16 1, 5, 4, 3, 2 
Packet #7 3, ay Ay Sy 4 Packet #17 & #2 ag A 
Packet #8 4, 1, 3s 2y 3 Packet #18 2s By Ay Ty 3 
Packet #9 2, oy So 4 Packet #19 3, 4, 2 4, 3 
Packet #10 Ly By. ay a Packet #20 A By By ay 1 
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The packets belonged to the following experimental conditions: 


1. Long Instructions — Uncensored Packet# 4, 5, 6, 15, 16 


2. Short Instructions — Uncensored Packet# 1, 2, 3, 13, 14 


3. Long Instructions — Censored Packet# 10, 11, 12, 19, 20 


4. Short Instructions — Censored Packet# 7, 8, 9, 17, 18 


The packets were handed out in the following order to the “Interviewing: Theory and 
Process” class’s subjects: 


1. Packet #1 7. Packet #8 
2. Packet #4 8. Packet #11 
3. Packet #7 9. Packet #3 
4. Packet #10 10. Packet #6 
5. Packet #2 11. Packet #12 
6. Packet #5 


The packets were handed out in the following order to the “Communication in Business 
and Industry” class’s subjects: 


1. Packet #7 10. Packet #3 
2. Packet #13 11. Packet #5 
3. Packet #15 12. Packet #9 
4. Packet #17 13. Packet #11 
5. Packet #19 14. Packet #2 
6. Packet #14 15. Packet #4 
7. Packet #6 16. Packet #8 
8. Packet #18 17. Packet #10 


9. Packet #12 
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The randomized rotating order of the conversations and experimental conditions 
significantly reduced whatever impact specific order might have played in influencing the 
subjects’ ratings. It also ensured that each subject’s work was his own; stealing glances of a 
neighboring rater’s work could hardly help. In any event, no such activity was observed. All the 
subjects, with one exception, easily completed the task within the class period, with the mean 
completion time being about 33 minutes. The one exception was a subject who could not 
participate with his classmates on the task at the time, but completed the task at home, and brought 
his packet back next class session. 
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SECTION V 


RESULTS 


But anyone who investigates truly great problems and is seized by the passion 
for knowledge needs no other blessedness than he finds in quite activity, and his 
unremarked existence is solaced by the conviction that the truth will makes its own 
way after his death. 


Eduard Spranger, Types of Men 


Eduard Spranger (1882-1963) 
German psychologist and philosopher 
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Chi-square Analysis 


The results of the chi-square analysis of the six hypotheses are listed in the tables below, 
and the tables of the subjects’ ratings are located in Appendix II. 


TABLE 2 


Number of High Mach, Uncertain, and Low Mach Ratings 
by Long Instructions—Uncensored and Short Instructions—Uncensored Condition 


High Mach Uncertain Low Mach Total 
Long Instructions— 
Uncensored 311 139 173 623 
Short Instructions— 
Uncensored 244 144 235 623 
Total 555 283 408 1,246 


TABLE 3 


Number of High Mach, Uncertain, and Low Mach Agreements 
by Long Instructions—Uncensored and Short Instructions—Uncensored Condition 


High Mach Uncertain Low Mach Total 
Long Instructions— 
Uncensored 29 4 5 38 
Short Instructions— 
Uncensored 20 7 18 45 
Total 49 11 23 83 


x? = 10.24, p<.01 
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TABLE 4 


Number of High Mach, Uncertain, and Low Mach Ratings 
by Long Instructions—Uncensored and Long Instructions—Censored Condition 


High Mach Uncertain Low Mach Total 
Long Instructions— 
Uncensored 311 139 173 623 
Long Instructions— 
Censored 191 170 261 622 
Total 502 309 434 1,245 


TABLE 5 


Number of High Mach, Uncertain, and Low Mach Agreements 
by Long Instructions—Uncensored and Long Instructions—Censored Condition 


High Mach Uncertain Low Mach Total 
Long Instructions— 
Uncensored 29 4 5 38 
Long Instructions— 
Censored 9 8 19 36 
Total 38 12 24 74 
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TABLE 6 


Number of High Mach, Uncertain, and Low Mach Ratings 
by Long Instructions—Uncensored and Short Instructions—Censored Condition 


High Mach Uncertain Low Mach Total 
Long Instructions— 
Uncensored 311 139 173 623 
Short Instructions— 
Censored 259 127 236 622 
Total 570 266 409 1,245 


TABLE 7 


Number of High Mach, Uncertain, and Low Mach Agreements 
by Long Instructions—Uncensored and Short Instructions—Censored Condition 


High Mach Uncertain Low Mach Total 
Long Instructions— 
Uncensored 29 4 5 38 
Short Instructions— 
Censored 24 5 9 38 
Total 53 9 14 76 
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TABLE 8 


Number of High Mach, Uncertain, and Low Mach Ratings, 
by Short Instructions—Uncensored and Long Instructions—Censored Condition 


High Mach Uncertain Low Mach Total 
Short Instructions— 
Uncensored 244 144 235 623 
Long Instructions— 
Censored 191 170 261 622 
Total 435 314 496 1,245 


TABLE 9 


Number of High Mach, Uncertain, and Low Mach Agreements, 
by Short Instructions—Uncensored and Long Instructions—Censored Condition 


High Mach Uncertain Low Mach Total 
Short Instructions— 
Uncensored 20 a 18 45 
Long Instructions— 
Censored 9 8 19 36 
Total 29 15 37 81 
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TABLE 10 


Number of High Mach, Uncertain, and Low Mach Ratings 
by Short Instructions—Uncensored and Short Instructions—Censored Condition 


High Mach Uncertain Low Mach Total 
Short Instructions— 
Uncensored 244 144 235 623 
Short Instructions— 
Censored 259 127 236 622 
Total 603 271 471 1,245 


TABLE 11 


Number of High Mach, Uncertain, and Low Mach Agreements 
by Short Instructions—Uncensored and Short Instructions—Censored Condition 


High Mach Uncertain Low Mach Total 
Short Instructions— 
Uncensored 20 - 18 45 
Short Instructions— 
Censored 24 5 9 38 
Total 44 12 27 83 
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TABLE 12 


Number of High Mach, Uncertain, and Low Mach Ratings 
by Long Instructions—Censored and Short Instructions—Censored Condition 


High Mach Uncertain Low Mach Total 


Long Instructions— 
Censored 191 170 261 622 


Short Instructions— 
Censored 259 127 236 622 


TABLE 13 


Number of High Mach, Uncertain, and Low Mach Agreements 
by Long Instructions—Censored and Short Instructions—Censored Condition 


High Mach Uncertain Low Mach Total 


Long Instructions— 
Censored 9 8 19 36 


Short Instructions— 
Censored 24 5 9 38 
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Proportion of Ratings 


The prediction that the “Long Instructions, Uncensored” and “Short Instructions, 
Uncensored” experimental conditions would generate significantly more High Mach ratings than 
the other two conditions proved to be partially correct. The seven subjects working under the 
“Long Instructions, Uncensored” condition produced a total of 311 High Mach ratings. This sum 
was far greater than the amount of High Mach ratings produced by the other conditions. The “Short 
Instructions, Uncensored” condition generated significantly more High Mach ratings than the 
“Long Instructions, Censored condition (244 vs. 191). However, the “Short Instructions, 
Uncensored” and “Short Instructions, Censored” conditions did not produce any significant 
difference in High Mach ratings (244 vs. 259) and therefore yielded no significant difference in 
the proportion of High Mach ratings between these two conditions. 


It was stated that possible biases of the subjects and a clear context wherein High Mach 
elements remained unobscured would comprise two main reasons why subjects operating in the 
two Uncensored conditions would produce more High Mach ratings. Since the subjects in the 
“Long Instructions, Uncensored” condition produced noticeably more High Mach ratings than the 
subjects working under the “Short Instructions, Uncensored” condition, can one conclude that the 
former were more biased? Not necessarily. The differing length of the Machiavellian Description 
Sheet may have been the key for the subjects in these two conditions. The Long Machiavellian 
Description Sheet may have trained the subject to notice more High Mach elements. However, this 
reason was not in evidence in the two Censored conditions, for the “Short Instructions, Censored” 
condition produced significantly more High Mach ratings than the “Long Instructions, Censored” 
condition. This being the case, the subjects participating in the “Long Instructions, Uncensored” 
condition may have simply been more proficient than other subjects in discerning comments 
possessing High Mach characteristics. This explanation, of course, would presume that High Mach 
statements well populate the five conversations involving President Nixon and the four other key 
Watergate figures. Other analyses in this study shed light on this question. 


The expectation that the “Short Instructions, Uncensored” and “Short Instructions, 
Censored” conditions would generate considerably more Uncertain ratings than the other two 
conditions went unmet. Apparently, the Short Machiavellian Description Sheet provided the 
subjects enough guidance to classify remarks as being High Mach or Low Mach without their 
having to continually assign the rating “Uncertain” to the Watergate figures’ statements. The 
validity of the ratings made by the subjects participating in these two conditions cannot be vouched 
for, but it appears this study’s above finding reaffirms the discovery by Geis and others that but a 
smattering of training is sufficient for subjects to accurately classify others’ level of 
Machiavellianism. 


Number of Agreements 


The prediction that the number of agreements (consistency of ratings) would act as a 
function of the amount of information contained in each experimental condition was not borne out. 
There was no significant difference found in the total number of agreements produced by each 
condition (x* < 1.00). The “Long Instructions, Censored” condition generated the fewest 
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agreements—36—while the “Short Instructions, Uncensored” condition generated the most 
agreements—45. This difference did not prove significant. 


The types of agreements generally reflected the trends established by the proportion of 
ratings. For example, there was no significance found between the types of agreements produced 
by the “Short Instructions, Uncensored” condition and the “Short Instructions, Censored” 
condition, just as there was no considerable difference found between these two conditions’ 
proportion of ratings. 


It was believed that the condition generating significantly more agreements than the other 
conditions should be regarded as being the condition which most accurately measures a person’s 
level of Machiavellianism. However, this question remains unanswered because this study found 
no appreciable disparity in the total number of agreements produced by each condition. 


Remarks Qualifying as “Pure” Forms of Machiavellianism 


Finally, the detection of “pure” forms of Machiavellianism was attempted. Nine remarks, 
or statements if you will, made by the Watergate figures met the stringent criteria established for 
a remark to qualify as being rated a “pure” form of Machiavellianism. 


In Conversation #1, Remark #11 qualified as a “pure” form of Machiavellianism. It was 
rated High Mach. John Dean stated: 

What it’s doing, Mr. President, is getting you up above and way from it. And that’s the 
most important thing. 


In Conversation #2, Remarks #1, 3, 5, and 15 qualified as a “pure” form of 
Machiavellianism. Each remark was made by H. R. Haldeman and each one was rated High Mach. 
Haldeman said in Remark #1: 

Now, on the investigation, you know the democratic break-in thing, we’re back in the 
problem area because the FBI is not under control, because Gray doesn’t exactly know how to 
control it and they have—their investigation is now leading into some productive areas—not 
through the money itself—but through the bank sources—the banker. And, and it goes in some 
directions we don’t want it to go. .. . Mitchell came up with yesterday, and John Dean analyzed 
very carefully last night and concludes, concurs now with Mitchell’s recommendation that the only 
way to solve this, and we’re set up beautifully to do it, ah, in that .. . That the way to handle this 
now is for us to have Walters call Pat Gray and just say “Stay to hell out of this—this is, ah, 
business here we don’t want you to go any further on it.” That’s not an unusual development, and 
ah, that would take care of it. 


In Remark #3 Haldeman stated: 

Pat does want to. He doesn’t know how to, and he doesn’t have, he doesn’t have any basis 
for doing it. Given this, he will then have the basis. He’ll call Mark Felt in, and the two of them— 
and Mark Felt wants to cooperate because he’s ambitious— 
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In Remark #5 Haldeman noted: 

He’ll call him in and say, ““We’ve got the signal from across the river to put the hold on 
this.” And that will fit rather well because the FBI agents who are working the case, at this point, 
feel that’s what it is. 


In Remark #15 Haldeman informed President Nixon: 
Well, if they will. But then we’re relying on more and more people all the time. That’s the 
problem, and they’ll stop if we could take this other route. 


In Conversation #3, Remarks #6, 15, and 20 qualified as High Mach. Two of the 
statements were made by John Ehrlichman and one by John Dean. In Remark #6 Ehrlichman said: 

And he says to make sure that old John W. Dean stays very, very firm and steady on his 
story that he delivered every document to the FBI and that he doesn’t start making nice distinctions 
between agents and directors. 


In Remark #15 Dean related: 
I laid it on him to, you know, to fuse the issue so I don’t have any idea what he said up 
there today. 


In Remark #20 Ehrlichman opined: 
Let him hang there? Well, I think we ought to let him hang there. Let him twist slowly, 
slowly in the wind. 


No remarks qualified as a “pure” form of Machiavellianism in Conversation #4. In 
Conversation #5, Remark #12 qualified as High Mach. It was made by John Mitchell. He 
suggested: 

That’s why it’s important that that statement go up to the Committee. 


No prediction was made regarding the nature of the “pure” forms of Machiavellianism that 


might be found, but as can be seen, all nine remarks qualifying as “pure” forms of 
Machiavellianism fell under the High Mach rating classification. 
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SECTION VI 


DISCUSSION 


But this much is certain. Every proud elevation of man is finally beaten down by Fate. And 
thus the heroic inspiration of man cannot be completed. It ends in religious resignation and the 
eternal litany of humility. “For no man shall strive with gods.” Indeed, perhaps no one experiences 
the limits of human capacity more strongly than the man of power who is especially vulnerable on 
this point. 


Eduard Spranger, Types of Men 


The Three Fates, gods with whom no one shall strive 
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Determining a Person’s Level of Machiavellianism 


This study’s first concern was to determine a person’s level of Machiavellianism without 
administering the Mach IV or Mach V test to the person. Four experimental conditions were set 
up, but none of the conditions produced significantly more agreements than the others. Number of 
agreements was the criteria established to determine which condition most accurately measured a 
person’s level of Machiavellianism. It is not believed that the criteria created are necessarily to 
blame. Answers may be forthcoming by rerunning the rating task with more subjects participating 
in the experiment. Also, other statistical tests might be tried on the data. 


The effect of bias could have been investigated by the introduction of additional 
experimental conditions whereby the name of who is speaking is changed. For example, in 
Conversation #3 the names of the Watergate figures could have been reversed, and thus Dean, and 
not Ehrlichman, would be seen saying, “Let him hang there? Well, I think we ought to let him 
hang there. Let him twist slowly, slowly in the wind.” Assuming the speakers in a conversation 
are public figures who the experimental subjects are likely to know something about, then 
reversing the names of two such speakers in a conversation, or substituting in the name of yet 
another well-known public figure, seems to offer a promising way to investigate the question of 
bias. 


The Existence of “Pure” Forms of Machiavellianism 


A second concern of this study was to determine whether “pure” forms of 
Machiavellianism can be detected. This was answered affirmatively. The next question is: what 
component in a particular remark makes it qualify as a “pure” form of High of Low 
Machiavellianism? This can be answered scientifically or with common sense. Pursuing the 
answer scientifically, experimental subjects could be asked to rate a remark that was determined 
to be a “pure” form of Machiavellianism along various scales (ranging from 1 to 7)—scales 
reflecting components of Machiavellianism. One such scale, for example, might be Suspiciousness 
(or Trust). The subject would be asked to rate the remark along the Suspiciousness scale with 
Strongly Low Suspiciousness qualifying as a rating of 1 and Strongly High Suspiciousness 
qualifying as a rating of 7. The subject would have maybe ten scales at his disposal for each remark, 
and perhaps only one scale’s component, such as Suspiciousness, would be applicable for having 
made remark qualify as a “pure” form Machiavellianism. 


The common sense method would skip the above procedure. Instead, the person using such 
a common sense method would first look at a remark qualifying as a “pure” form of 
Machiavellianism, such as John Ehrlichman’s comment about letting L. Patrick Gray, former 
Acting Director of the FBI, “twist slowly, slowly in the wind.” The person then, using common 
sense, might determine that Ehrlichman is treating Gray as if he were an object, recalling Durkin’s 
statement that “Low Machs treat others as persons; Highs treat them as objects.””! Therefore, this 
referring to Gray as if he were an object would constitute a prime, if not the prime, High Mach 
component in this “pure” form of Machiavellianism remark. 
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This study’s third concern was to analyze some of the key Watergate figures in terms of 
their level of Machiavellianism. Until these people take the Mach V test, their Mach classification 
level (i.e., Low Mach, Middle Mach or High Mach) cannot be known for sure. However, the fact 
that all nine remarks qualifying in this study as “pure” forms of Machiavellianism were rated High 
Mach cannot be minimized as being merely an interesting, but not really an important, finding. 
Indeed, the actual importance of this study’s finding becomes clearer when we see how closely it 
parallels the Senate Watergate Committee’s conclusion in regard to what it perceived to be the 
highly amoralistic or, to use another term, the highly Machiavellian behavior of the Watergate 
figures. This conclusion by the above committee we presented earlier, but bears repeating now that 
this study’s key corroborative finding has come to light: 


The Watergate Affair reflects an alarming indifference displayed by some in the high 
public office or position to concepts of morality and public responsibility and trust. Indeed, the 
conduct of many Watergate participants seems grounded on the belief that the ends justified the 
means.” 


Mach Classification and Limited Predictions 


Content analyst Richard Budd’s affirmation that a content analyst “can give a detailed 
account of the communication and make limited predictions about the source and perhaps about 
the receiver”’ is again recalled. It is believed that limited predictions as to a person’s Mach 
classification (i.e., level of Machiavellianism) can be made from analysis of the “pure” forms of 
Machiavellianism in evidence. It is not known exactly how limited such predictions are at present, 
but nevertheless, the current state of the art has provided some basis for making the following 
predictions. 


All of the following must be understood to be predictions based on the content analysis 
approach utilized in this study. The predictions are more or less likely to be correct but cannot yet 
be regarded as being unreservedly correct. 


H. R. Haldeman 


The experimental subjects rated a total of 12 remarks made by Haldeman. Four of the 12 
remarks qualified as “pure” forms of Machiavellianism. The 4 remarks were all rated High Mach. 
It is predicted with a high level of confidence that Haldeman is a High Machiavellian. The high 
ratio of High Mach “pure” forms of Machiavellianism remarks to total remarks (1:3) well justifies 
this prediction. 


John Ehrlichman 


Sixteen total remarks were made by Ehrlichman. Two of the 16 were found to be “pure” 
forms of Machiavellianism, and as in the case of Haldeman, those two remarks were both rated 
High Mach by the subjects, yielding a 1:8 High Mach to total remarks ratio. The prediction for 
Ehrlichman is: High Mach. 
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John Dean 


Twenty total remarks were made by Dean. Two of the 20 remarks qualified as “pure” forms 
of Machiavellianism, both of which were rated High Mach, and therefore produced a 1:10 High 
Mach remark to total remarks ratio. The prediction for Dean is: High Mach. 


John Mitchell 


Eleven total remarks were made by Mitchell. One of the 11 remarks was found to be a 
“pure” form of Machiavellianism. It was rated High Mach by the subjects. The 1:11 High Mach 
remarks to total remarks ratio is almost identical to the ratio found for Dean (1:10). The prediction 
for Mitchell: High Mach. 


President Nixon 


30 total remarks were made by President Nixon. None qualitied as a “pure” form of 
Machiavellianism. Under the circumstances, not even a limited prediction can be made regarding 
Nixon’s level of Machiavellianism. 


Conclusion 


This study’s finding that “pure” forms of Machiavellianism can be ascertained via the 
analysis of a person’s verbal statements offers the opportunity to provide a highly accurate 
prediction about a person’s level of Machiavellianism without the person of interest needing to 
take the Mach IV or Mach V test. Most importantly, the existence of “pure” forms of 
Machiavellianism, as revealed in the remarks made by the Watergate figures, makes it reasonable 
to assume that the phenomenon of Machiavellianism exists independently of the contexts in which 
it is studied. This means that analyzing other behavior besides a person’s verbal remarks may also 
reveal what the person’s Mach classification likely is. It is hoped that this study will inspire others 
to refine and develop methods for isolating and identifying the Machiavellianism personality trait 
and the components that comprise it. 


FOOTNOTES 


1. Richard Christie and Florence L. Geis, Studies in Machiavellianism, (New York: Academic 
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APPENDIX I 


THE EXPERIMENTAL PACKETS 


Two sample experimental packets are presented here. The first is Packet #16 
belonging to the Long Instructions—Uncensored experimental condition. The 
second is Packet #17 belonging to the Short Instructions—Censored condition. Only 
one Rating Answer Sheet will be included in Packet #17, as the general principle of 
altering the order of the possible ratings (i.e., Low Mach, Uncertain, and High Mach) 
that the subject could select is sufficiently illustrated by Packet #16. Also note the 
variable order of the conversations appearing in the two packets; all the other 
experimental packets contain a variable order of the conversations as well. 


President Richard Nixon sitting next to the publicly-released 
transcripts of conversations captured on the 
White House’s tape recording system 
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[Packet #16] 


MASTER INSTRUCTION SHEET 


Please follow these instructions closely. 


Instruction #1. We are interested in the personality trait known as Machiavellianism and 
how it is expressed in statements. A short time from now you will read transcripts of five 
conversations that took place among five people, and you will rate the remarks made by 
each person as to whether they are indicative of Low Machiavellianism, High 
Machiavellianism, or if neither or you’re unsure, Uncertain. 

Now read Instruction #2. 


Instruction #2. It is important for you to know the characteristics of the trait 
Machiavellianism so that you can make accurate ratings of the remarks made in each 
conversation. To help you accomplish this please read the Machiavellian Description 
Sheet. 
Make sure you gain a thorough understanding of the Machiavellian Description 
Sheet. You may have to read it two or more times. 
When you have completed this procedure, go on to Instruction #3. 


Instruction #3. Each conversation is comprised of about 10 to 25 numbered remarks (the 
numbers in the left column). Please get out Conversation #1 and read this conversation. 
Now get out your Rating Answer Sheet for Conversation #1 and rate each remark (place a 
circle around the proper rating) as to whether it is indicative of High Machiavellianism, 
Low Machiavellianism, or if it’s neither or you’re unsure, Uncertain. 

Do the same for the other conversations. Make sure to treat each conversation as a 
self-contained unit (that is, each conversation has no relationship with the other 
conversations). 


VERY IMPORTANT: Consider each remark by itself and then consider it in 
the context of the conversation. For example: Mr. X might say “I strongly agree.” By itself 
this remark would probably be rated as Uncertain. However, if Mr. Y had preceded Mr. 
X’s remark by saying, “There is no excuse for lying to someone else,” Mr. X’s remark 
could be rated as Low Machiavellian since he is agreeing with someone who evidently 
does not care for or enjoy manipulating. 


Do the best you can. 
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MACHIAVELLIAN DESCRIPTION SHEET 


INSTRUCTIONS: I wish you would please be relaxed, make yourself at home, and 
read the following descriptions of the High Mach and Low Mach personality. 
Thank you very much. 


A High Mach person will manipulate much more than a Low Mach person. 
The High Mach will also enjoy manipulating—more so than the Low Mach. 

High Machs treat other persons as objects, things. The Low Mach treats others 
as persons. 

High Machs appear to be suspicious of people—Low Machs trust other 
people. 

In general, High Machs hold a negative view of people. 

High Machs have a tendency to stereotype people, events, etc. 

Your High Mach person is much more likely (than a Low Mach) to make a 
controversial or socially undesirable statement about himself. 

The Low Mach person tends to go along with or be influenced by the group 
he is in—a High Mach person maintains his individual orientation in a group 
regardless of who his partners are. In fact, the High Mach always seems to be in 
control. 

A High Mach will not become emotionally involved in situations requiring 
persuasion. The Low Mach person is likely to get emotionally carried away in such 
situations. The Low Mach will appeal to fairness in arguing his case. The High Mach 
appears unconcerned about fairness in such disputes—rather, he searches for the 
expedient solution. 

Low Machs like structure—High Machs like freedom to wheel and deal. 

High Machs act on what they know; Low Machs act on what they feel. 

High Machs can be charming immediately—Low Machs often appear more 
shy and less spontaneous (or dull) than the High Mach. 

High Machs are “cool” and “detached.” Low Machs are “warm” and 
“personally involved.” 
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“CONVERSATION #1” 


Remark 
Number 


1. President Nixon: The uh—Now, uh, we could—Have you considered any other 
poss—, have you considered the other, all other possibilities you see here, John? You, 
you’re the one who is supposed to— 

2. John Dean: That’s right, I think we, 

3. President: You know the bodies. 

4. Dean: I think we’ve had a good go-round on— 

5. President: You think we want to, want to go this route now? And the—Let it hang 
out, so to speak? 

6. Dean: Well, it, it isn’t really that— 

7. H.R. Haldeman: It’s a limited hang out. 

8. Dean: It’s a limited hang out. 

9. John Ehrlichman: It’s a modified limited hang out. 

10. President: Well, it’s only the questions of the thing hanging out publicly or 
privately. 

11. Dean: What it’s doing, Mr. President, is getting you up above and away from it. 
And that’s the most important thing. 

12. President: Oh, I know. But I suggested that the other day and we all came down 
on, uh, remember on the negative on it. Now what’s changed our mind? 

13. Dean: The lack of alternatives or a body. 

(Laughter) 

14. Ehrlichman: We, went down every alley. (Laughter). Let it go over. 

15. President: Well, I feel that at, uh, I feel that this is, that, uh, I feel that at the very 
minimum we’ve got to have the statement and, uh, let’s look at it, whatever the hell it is. 
If, uh, if it opens up doors, it opens up doors, you know. 

16. Haldeman: John says he is sorry he sent those burglars in there—and that helps a 


17. President: That’s right. 

18. Ehrlichman: You are very welcome, sir. (Laughter) 

19. Haldeman: Just glad the others didn’t get caught. 

20. President: Yeah, the ones we sent to Muskie and all the rest; Jackson, and Hubert, 


21. Ehrlichman: I get a little chill sitting over there and thinking of those people. 

22. President: Yeah. I would hate to be those fellows at the moment. Incidentally, we 
don’t plan to have a press briefing today, do we? 

23. Ehrlichman: We hadn’t planned it—it wouldn’t hurt. 
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“CONVERSATION #2” 


Remark 
Number 


I, President Nixon: I don’t know. But that’s, uh, you know, up to this point, the 
whole theory has been containment, as you know, John. 

2. John Mitchell: Yeah. 

3. President: And now, now we’re shifting. As far as I’m concerned, actually from 
a personal standpoint, if you weren’t making a personal sacrifice—it’s unfair—Haldeman 
and Dean. That’s what Eisenhower—that’s all he cared about—Christ, “Be sure he was 
clean.” Both in the fund thing and the Adams thing. But I don’t look at it that way. And I 
just—That’s the thing I am really concerned with. We’re going to protect our people, if we 
can. 

4. Mitchell: Well, the important thing is to get you up above it for this first operation. 
And to see where the chips fall and, uh, get through this Grand Jury thing up here. Uh, then 
the Committee is another question. What we ought to have is a reading as to what is coming 
out of this Committee and we, if we handle the cards as it progresses. 

5. President: Yeah. But anyway, we’ll go on. And, uh, I think in order—it’Il probably 
turn just as well, getting them in the position of, even though it hurts for a little while. 

6. Mitchell: Yeah. 

7. President: You know what I mean. People say, “Well, the President’s .. .” and so 
forth. Nothing is lasting. You know people get so disturbed about . .. Now, when we do 
move... Wwe can move, in a, in a, in a, in the proper way. 

8. Mitchell: If you can do it in a controlled way it would help and good, but, the other 
thing you have to remember is that this stuff is going to come out of that Committee 
whether— 

9. President: That’s right. 

10. Mitchell: And it’s going to come out no matter what, 
11. President: As if, as if I, and then it looks like I tried to keep it from coming out. 
12. Mitchell: That’s why it’s important that that statement go up to the Committee. 
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“CONVERSATION #3” 


Remark 
Number 


1. President Nixon: How long were you in Florida? Just, uh— 

2. John Mitchell: | was down there overnight. I was four hours on the witness stand 
testifying for the government in these, uh, racket cases involving wiretapping. The God 
damn fool Judge down there let them go over the lot and ask me any questions that they 
wanted to. Just ridiculous. You know, this had, all has to do with the discretionary act of 
signing a piece of paper that I’m authorized by the statute. There were twenty-seven hood 
lawyers that questioned me. 

3. President: You know, uh, the, uh, you, you can say when 1. . . I was going to say 
that the, uh—(Picks up phone) Can you get me Prime Minister Trudeau in Canada, please. 
(Hangs up) I was going to say that Dean has really been, uh, something on this. 

4. Mitchell: That he has, Mr. President, no question about it, he’s a very— 

5. President: Son-of-a-bitching thing. 

6. Mitchell: You’ve gota very solid guy that handled some tough things. And, I also 
want to say these lawyers that you have think very highly of him. I know that John spends 
his time with certain ones— 

7. President: Dean? Discipline is very high. 

8. Mitchell: Parkinson, O’Brien. 

9. President: Yes. Dean says it’s great. Well, you know I feel for all the people, you 
know, I mean everybody that’s involved. Hell, is all we’re doing is their best to . .. and so 
forth. That’s, that’s why I can’t let you go, go down, John? It’s all right. Come in. 

10. John Dean: Uh— 

11. President: Did you find out anything? 

12. Dean: I was, I went over to Ziegler’s office. They have an office over there. Paul 
O’Brien’ll be down here in a little while to see you. I’m going over to Ziegler’s office and 
finish this up now. 

13. Mitchell: Are you coming back? 

14. Dean: Yes, I’ll come back over here then. 
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“CONVERSATION #4” 


Remark 
Number 
1. John Dean: Hello. 
2. John Ehrlichman: Hi. Just had a call from your favorite witness. 
3. Dean: Which is? 
4.  Ehrlichman: Patrick J. Gray. 
5. Dean: Oh, really? 
6. Ehrlichman: And he says to make sure that old John W. Dean stays very, very 


firm and steady on his story that he delivered every document to the FBI and that he doesn’t 
start making nice distinctions between agents and directors. 

7. Dean: He’s a little worried, is he? 

8. Ehrlichman: Well, he just doesn’t want there to be any question. He says he’s 
hanging very firm and tough and there’s a lot of probin’ around. 

9. Dean: Yeah, he’s really hanging tough. You ought to read the transcript. It just 
makes me gag. 

10. Ehrlichman: Really? 

11. Dean: Oh, it’s awful, John. 

12. Ehrlichman: Why did he call me? To cover his tracks? 

13. Dean: Yeah, sure. I laid this on his yesterday. 

14. Ehrlichman: Oh, I see. OK. 

15. Dean: I laid it on him to, you know, to fuse the issue so I don’t have any idea what 
he said up there today. 

16. Ehrlichman: I see. It was a funny phone call. Said he was going to object to the 
jurisdiction of the group to get into the substance and that their own jurisdiction was 
to... was procedural efforts and his competence and he says the ACLU put a letter in to 
the same effect. 

17. Dean: Yeah. Wally picked up an interesting one on the grapevine today that 
planned strategy now is to proceed in this one as they did in the Kleindienst. 

18. Ehrlichman: Down to the point of calling you? 

19. Dean: Down to the point of calling me and— 

20. Ehrlichman: Let him hang there? Well, I think we ought to let him hang there. 
Let him twist slowly, slowly in the wind. 

21. Dean: That’s right. I was in with the boss this morning and that’s exactly where 
he was coming out. He said I’m not sure that Gray’s smart enough to run the Bureau the 
way he’s handling himself. 

22. Ehrlichman: Well, OK, you’re on top of it. Good. 
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“CONVERSATION #5” 


Remark 
Number 


1. H.R. Haldeman: Now, on the investigation, you know the Democratic break-in 
thing, we’re back in the problem area because the FBI is not under control, because Gray 
doesn’t exactly know how to control it and they have—their investigation is now leading 
into some productive areas—because they’ve been able to trace the money—not through 
the money itself—but through the bank sources—the banker. And, it goes in some 
directions we don’t want it to go... Mitchell came up with yesterday, and John Dean 
analyzed very carefully last night and concludes, concurs now with Mitchell’s 
recommendation that the only way to solve this, and we’re set up beautifully to do it, ah, 
in that... That the way to handle this now is for us to have Walters call Pat Gray and just 
say, “Stay to hell out of this—this is, ah, business here we don’t want you to go any further 
on it.” That’s not an unusual development, and ah, that would take care of it. 

2. President Nixon: What about Pat Gray—you mean Pat Gray doesn’t want to? 

3. Haldeman: Pat does want to. He doesn’t know how to, and he doesn’t have, he 
doesn’t have any basis for doing it. Given this, he will then have the basis. He’!I call Mark 
Felt in, and the two of them—and Mark Felt wants to cooperate because he’s ambitious— 

4. President: Yeah. 

5. Haldeman: He’ll call him in and say, “We’ve got the signal from across the river 
to put the hold on this.” And that will fit rather well because the FBI agents who are 
working the case, at this point, feel that’s what it is. 

6. President: This is CIA? They’ve traced the money? Who’s they trace it to? 

7. Haldeman: Well, they’ve traced it to a name, but they haven’t gotten to the guy yet. 

8. President: Would it be somebody here? 

9. Haldeman: Ken Dahlberg. 

10. President: Who the hell is Ken Dahlberg? 

11. Haldeman: He gave $25,000 in Minnesota and, uh, the check went directly to this 
guy Barker. 

12. ‘President: It isn’t from the committee, though, from Stans? 

13. Haldeman: Yeah. It is. It’s directly traceable and there’s some more through some 
Texas people that went to the Mexican bank, which can also be traced to the Mexican 
bank—they’ I get their names today. 

14. President: Well, I mean, there’s no way—I’m just thinking if they don’t cooperate 
what do they say? That they were approached by the Cubans. That’s what Dahlberg has to 
say, the Texans, too, that they— 

15. Haldeman: Well, if they will. But then we’re relying on more and more people 
all the time. That’s the problem, and they’ll stop if we could take this other route. 

16. President: All right. 

17. Haldeman: And you seem to think the thing to do is get them to stop? 

18. President: Right, fine. 
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INSTRUCTIONS: Place a circle around the proper rating for each remark. 
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RATING ANSWER SHEET [Conversation #1” — continued] 
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INSTRUCTIONS: Place a circle around the proper rating for each remark. 
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INSTRUCTIONS: Place a circle around the proper rating for each remark. 
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INSTRUCTIONS: Place a circle around the proper rating for each remark. 
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RATING ANSWER SHEET [Conversation #4 — continued] 
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INSTRUCTIONS: Place a circle around the proper rating for each remark. 


Remark Number 


1. 


2. 


HIGH MACH 


LOW MACH 


UNCERTAIN 


UNCERTAIN 


HIGH MACH 


LOW MACH 


HIGH MACH 


LOW MACH 


UNCERTAIN 


UNCERTAIN 


HIGH MACH 


LOW MACH 


HIGH MACH 


LOW MACH 


UNCERTAIN 


UNCERTAIN 


HIGH MACH 


LOW MACH 


LOW MACH 


HIGH MACH 


HIGH MACH 


LOW MACH 


UNCERTAIN 


UNCERTAIN 


LOW MACH 


HIGH MACH 


HIGH MACH 


LOW MACH 


UNCERTAIN 


UNCERTAIN 


LOW MACH 


HIGH MACH 


HIGH MACH 


LOW MACH 


UNCERTAIN 


UNCERTAIN 


58 


UNCERTAIN 


UNCERTAIN 


LOW MACH 


HIGH MACH 


LOW MACH 


HIGH MACH 


UNCERTAIN 


UNCERTAIN 


LOW MACH 


HIGH MACH 


LOW MACH 


HIGH MACH 


UNCERTAIN 


UNCERTAIN 


LOW MACH 


HIGH MACH 


LOW MACH 


HIGH MACH 


[Packet #16] 


MASTER INSTRUCTION SHEET 


Please follow these instructions closely. 


INSTRUCTION #1. We are interested in the personality trait known as 
Ophirianism and how it is expressed in statements. A short time from now you will 
read transcripts of five conversations that took place among five people, and you 
will rate the remarks made by each person as to whether they are indicative of Low 
Ophirianism, High Ophirianism, or if neither or you’re unsure, Uncertain. 

Now read Instruction #2. 


INSTRUCTION #2. It is important for you to know the characteristics of the trait 
Ophirianism so that you can make accurate ratings of the remarks made in each 
conversation. To help you accomplish this please read the Ophirian Description 
Sheet. 
Make sure you gain a thorough understanding of the Ophirian Description 
Sheet. You may have to read it two or more times. 
When you have completed this procedure, go on to Instruction #3. 


INSTRUCTION #3. Each conversation is comprised of about 10 to 25 numbered 
remarks (the numbers in the left column). Please get out Conversation #1 and read 
this conversation. Now get out your Rating Answer Sheet for Conversation #1 and 
rate each remark (place a circle around the proper rating) as to whether it is indicative 
of High Ophirianism, Low Ophirianism, or if it’s neither or you’re unsure, 
Uncertain. 

Do the same for the other conversations. Make sure to treat each conversation 
as a self-contained unit (that 1s, each conversation has no relationship with the other 
conversations). 


VERY IMPORTANT: Consider each remark by itself and then consider it 
in the context of the conversation. For example, Mr. X might say, “I strongly agree.” 
By itself this remark would probably be rated as Uncertain. However, if Mr. Y had 
preceded Mr. X’s remark by saying, “There is no excuse for lying to someone else,” 
Mr. X’s remark could be rated as Low Ophirian since he is agreeing with someone 
who evidently does not care for or enjoy manipulating. 


Do the best you can. 
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OPHIRIAN DESCRIPTION SHEET 


INSTRUCTION: I wish you would please be relaxed, make yourself at home, and 
read the following descriptions of the High Ophir and Low Ophir personality. 
Thank you very much. 


A High Ophir person will manipulate much more than a Low Ophir person. 
The High Ophir will also enjoy manipulating—more so than the Low Ophir. 

The Low Ophir person tends to go along with or be influenced by the group 
he is in—a High Ophir person maintains his individual orientation in a group 
regardless of who his partners are. In fact, the High Ophir always seems to be in 
control. 

A High Ophir will not become emotionally involved in situations requiring 
persuasion. The Low Ophir person is likely to get emotionally carried away in such 
situations. The Low Ophir will appeal to fairness in arguing his case. The High Ophir 
appears unconcerned about fairness in such disputes—trather, he searches for the 
expedient solution. 

Low Ophirs like structure—High Ophirs like freedom to wheel and deal. 

High Ophirs act on what they know; Low Ophirs act on what they feel. 

High Ophirs can be charming immediately—Low Ophirs often appear more 
shy and less spontaneous (or dull) than the High Ophir. 

High Ophirs are “cool” and “detached.” Low Ophirs are “warm” and 
“personally involved.” 
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“CONVERSATION #1” 


Remark 
Number 


1. Person 4: I don’t know. But that’s, uh, you know, up to this point, the whole theory 
has been containment, as you know, Person 5. 

2. Person 5: Yeah. 

3. Person 4: And now, now we’re shifting. As far as I’m concerned, actually from a 
personal standpoint, if you weren’t making a personal sacrifice—it’s unfair—Person 2 and 
Person 1. That’s what President E—that’s all he cared about. He only cared about—Christ, 
“Be sure he was clean.” Both in the fund thing and the Mr. A thing. But I don’t look at it 
that way. And I just—that’s the thing I am really concerned with. We’re going to protect 
our people, if we can. 

4. Person 5: Well, the important thing is to get you up above it for this first operation. 
And then to see where the chips fall and, uh, and, uh, get through this Grand Jury thing up 
here. Uh, then the Committee is another question. What we ought to have is a reading as 
to what is coming out of this Committee and we, if we handle the cards as it progresses. 

5. Person 4: Yeah, but anyway, we’ll go on. And, uh, I think in order—it’1l probably 
turn just as well, getting them in the position of, even though it hurts for a little while. 

6. Person 5: Yeah. 

7. Person 4: You know what I mean. People say, “Well, the President’s . . .” and so 
forth. Nothing is lasting. You know people get so disturbed about . .. Now, when we do 
move... Wwe can move, in a, in a, in a, in the proper way. 

8. Person 5: If you can do it in a controlled way it would help and good, but, the other 
think you have to remember is that this stuff is going to come out of the Committee, 
whether— 

9. Person 4: That’s right. 

10. Person 5: And it’s going to come out no matter what. 
11. Person 4: As if, as if I, and then it looks like I tried to keep it from coming out. 
12. Person 5: That’s why it’s important that that statement go up to the Committee. 


61 


“CONVERSATION #2” 


Remark 
Number 


1. Person 4: How long were you in Florida? Just, uh— 

2. Person 5: I was down there overnight. I was four hours on the witness stand 
testifying for the government in these, uh, racket cases involving wiretapping. The God 
damn fool judge down there let them go all over the lot and ask me any questions that they 
wanted to. Just ridiculous. You know, this had, all has to do with the discretionary act of 
signing a piece of paper that I’m authorized by the statute. There were twenty-seven hood 
lawyers that questioned me. 

3. Person 4: You know, uh, the, uh, you, you can say when I... I was going to say 
that the, uh— (Picks up phone) Can you get me Mr. T in Canada, please. (Hangs up) I was 
going to say that Person | has really been, uh, something on this. 

4. Person 5: That he has, Person 4, no question about it, he’s a very— 

5. Person 4: Son-of-a-bitching tough thing. 

6. Person 5: You’ve got a very solid guy that’s handled some tough things. And I 
also want to say these lawyers that you have think very highly of him. I know that Person 1 
spends his time with certain ones— 

7. Person 4: Person 1? Discipline is very high. 

8. Person 5: Mr. P, Mr. O. 

9. Person 4: Yes, Person | says it’s great. Well, you know I feel for all the people, 
you know. I mean everybody that’s involved. Hell, is all we’re doing is their best to... 
and so forth. That’s, that’s why I can’t let you go, go down . . . Person 1? It’s all right. 
Come in. 

10. Person 1: Uh— 

11. Person 4: Did you find out anything? 

12. Person 1: I was, I went over to Mr. Z’s office. They have an office over there. 
Mr. O’ll be down there in a little while to see you. I’m going over to Mr. Z’s office and 
finish this up now. 

13. Person 5: Are you coming back? 

14. Person 1: Yes, I'll come back over here then. 
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“CONVERSATION #3” 


Remark 
Number 


1. Person 2: Now, on the investigation, you know the break-in thing, we’re back in 
the problem area because the law enforcement agency is not under control, because Mr. X 
doesn’t exactly know how to control it and they have—their investigation is now leading 
into some productive areas—because they’ve been able to trace the money—not through 
the money itself—but through the bank sources—the banker. And, and it goes in some 
directions we don’t want it to go... Person 5 came up with yesterday, and Person | 
analyzed very carefully last night and concludes, concurs now with Person 5’s 
recommendation that the only way to solve this, and we’re set up beautifully to do it, ah, 
in that... That the way to handle this now is for us to have Mr. W call Mr. X and just say, 
“Stay to hell out of this—this is, ah, business here we don’t want you to go any further on 
it.” That’s not an unusual development, and ah, that would take care of it. 

2. Person 4: What about Mr. X—you mean Mr. X doesn’t want to? 

3. Person 2: Mr. X does want to. He doesn’t know how to, and he doesn’t have, he 
doesn’t have any basis for doing it. Given this, he will then have the basis. He’ ll call Mr. F 
in, and the two of them—and Mr. F wants to cooperate because he’s ambitious— 

4. Person 4: Yeah. 

5. Person 2: He’ll call him in and say, “We’ve got the signal from across the river to 
put the hold on this.” And that will fit rather well because the law enforcement agency 
agents who are working the case, at this point, feel that’s what it is. 

6. Person 4: This is intelligence agency? They’ve traced the money? Who’d they 
trace it to? 

7. Person 2: Well, they’ve traced it to a name, but they haven’t gotten to the guy yet. 

8. Person 4: Would it be somebody here? 

9. Person 2: Mr. D. 

10. Person 4: Who the hell is Mr. D? 

11. Person 2: He gave $50,000 in Minnesota and the check went directly to this guy Mr. B. 

12. Person 4: It isn’t from the committee, though, from Mr. S? 

13. Person 2: Yeah. It is. It’s directly traceable and there’s some more through some 
Texas people that went to the foreign bank, which can also be traced to the foreign bank— 
they’ ll get their names today. 

14. Person 4: Well, I mean, there’s no way—I’m just thinking if they don’t cooperate 
what do they say? That they were approached by the Caribbeans. That’s what Mr. D has to 
say, the Texans too, that they— 

15. Person 2: Well, if they will. But then we’re relying on more and more people all 
the time. That’s the problem, and they’Il stop if we could take this other route. 

16. Person 4: All right. 

17. Person 2: And you seem to think the thing to do is get them to stop? 

18. Person 4: Right, fine. 


63 


“CONVERSATION #4” 


Remark 
Number 
1. Person 1: Hello. 
2. Person 3: Hi. Just had a call from your favorite witness. 
3. Person 1: Which is? 
4. Person 3: Mr. X. 
5. Person 1: Oh, really? 


6. Person 3: And he says to make sure that old Person | stays very, very firm and 
steady on his story that he delivered every document to the law enforcement agency and 
that he doesn’t start making nice distinctions between agents and directors. 

7. Person 1: He’s a little worried, is he? 

8. Person 3: Well, he just doesn’t want there to be any question. He says he’s 
hanging very firm and tough and there’s a lot of probin’ around. 

9. Person 1: Yeah, he’s really hanging tough. You ought to read the transcript. It 
just makes me gag. 

10. Person 3: Really? 

11. Person 1: Oh, it’s awful, Person 3. 

12. Person 3: Why did he call me? To cover his tracks? 

13. Person 1: Yeah, sure. I laid this on him yesterday. 

14. Person 3: Oh, I see. OK. 

15. Person 1: I laid it on him to, you know, to fuse the issue so I don’t have any idea 
what he said up there today. 

16. Person 3: I see. It was a funny phone call. Said he was going in to object to the 
jurisdiction of the group to get into the substance and that their own jurisdiction was 
to... was procedural efforts and his competence and he says the ACLU put a letter in to 
the same effect. 

17. Person 1: Yeah. Wally picked up an interesting one on the grapevine today that 
planned strategy now is to proceed in this one as they did in the Mr. Y. 

18. Person 3: Down to the point of calling you? 

19. Person 1: Down to the point of calling me and— 

20. Person 3: Let him hang there? Well I think we ought to let him hang there. Let 
him twist slowly, slowly in the wind. 

vA Person 1: That’s right. I was in with the boss this morning and that’s exactly 
where he was coming out. He said I’m not sure that Mr. X’s smart enough to run the law 
enforcement agency the way he’s handling himself. 

22. Person 3: Well, OK, you’re on top of it. Good. 
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“CONVERSATION #5” 


Remark 
Number 


1. Person 4: The, uh—now, uh, we could—Have you considered any other poss—, 
have you considered the other, all other possibilities you see here, Person 1? You, you’re 
the one who is supposed to— 

2. Person 1: That’s right. I think we, 

3. Person 4: You know the bodies. 

4. Person 1: I think we’ve had a good go-round on— 

5. Person 4: You think, you think we want to, want to go this route now? And the— 
let it hang out, so to speak? 

6. Person 1: Well, it, it isn’t really that— 


ae Person 2: It’s a limited hang out. 
8. Person 1: It’s a limited hang out. 
9. Person 3: It’s a modified limited hang out. 
10. Person 4: Well, it’s only the questions of the thing hanging out publicly or 
privately. 
11. Person 1: What it’s doing, Person 4, is getting you up above and away from it. 


And that’s the most important thing. 

12. Person 4: Oh, I know. But I suggested that the other day and we all came down 
on, uh, remember on the negative on it. Now what’s changed our mind? 

13. Person 1: The lack of alternatives or a body. 

(Laughter) 

14. Person 3: We, went down every alley. (Laughter) Let it go over. 

15. Person 4: Well, I feel that at, uh, I feel that this is, that, uh, I feel that at the very 
minimum we’ve got to have the statement and, uh, let’s look at it, whatever the hell it is. 
If, uh, if it opens up doors, it opens up doors, you know. 

16. Person 2: Person 3 says he is sorry he sent those burglars in there—and that helps 


17. Person 4: That’s right. 

18. Person 3: You are very welcome, sir. (Laughter) 

19. Person 2: Just glad the others didn’t get caught. 

20. Person 4: Yeah, the ones he sent to Senator A and all the rest. Senator 2; and 
Senator C, etc. 

21. Person 3: I get a little chill sitting over there now thinking of those people. 

22. Person 4: Yeah. I would hate to be those fellows at this moment. Incidentally, we 
don’t plan to have a press briefing today do we? 

23. Person 3: We hadn’t planned it—it wouldn’t hurt. 


65 


RATING ANSWER SHEET 


[Conversation #1] 


INSTRUCTIONS: Place a circle around the proper rating for each remark. 
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APPENDIX II 


THE SUBJECTS’ RATINGS 


In looking at the following 28 experimental subjects’ ratings of the 89 separate remarks 
made by the five key Watergate Affair figures, one is struck by how some of the ratings seem to 
lack any rhyme or reason to them. For example, in the Long Instructions—Censored experimental 
condition, experimental Subject #7 rated 11 out of the 12 total remarks in Conversation #5 as 
Uncertain, whereas three of the 28 total experimental Subjects who rated these same remarks 
assigned only 4 Uncertain ratings for the remarks while the other 23 experimental subjects 
assigned very few Uncertain ratings (usually less than 2). The inconsistency one frequently finds 
in how individual experimental subjects rated the remarks makes the study’s finding of 9 remarks 
made by four of the five Watergate figures as qualifying as a “pure” form of High 
Machiavellianism even more remarkable. 


Three remarks especially stand out for the large total number of High Mach ratings that 
they received. Haldeman’s Remark #1 appearing in the Long Instructions—Uncensored 
experimental condition’s Conversation #2 came in first place, receiving 25 High Mach ratings 
from the 28 individual raters. This lengthy remark, which we’ve highlighted before because of its 
historical importance (as its public release led to President Nixon’s resignation) and also because 
of its emphasis on trying to gain control over an important situation (which, in general, is a priority 
for a High Mach person), contains such lines as: 1) “we’re back in the problem area because the 
FBI is not under control,” and 2) “John Dean analyzed very carefully last night and concludes, 
concurs now with Mitchell’s recommendation that the only way to solve this, and we’re set up 
beautifully to do it, ah, in that. . . That the way for us to handle this now is for us to have Walters 
call Pat Gray and just say, “Stay to hell out of this—this is, ah, business here we don’t want you to 
go further on it.’ That’s not an unusual development, and ah, that would take care of it.” 


Tying for second place, with 23 High Mach ratings, is Haldeman’s Remark #15 in the same 
above conversation, and Mitchell’s Remark #12, appearing in the Long Instructions—Uncensored 
experimental condition’s Conversation #5. Haldeman said in his remark, “Well, if they will. But 
then we are relying on more and more people all the time. That’s the problem, and they’ ll stop if 
we could take this other route.” Mitchell stated in his remark, “That’s why it’s important that that 
statement go up to the Committee.” 
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LONG INSTRUCTIONS — UNCENSORED 


H = High Mach L= Low Mach U= Uncertain 
CONVERSATION #1 — Nixon (N), Dean (D), Ehrlichman (E), Haldeman (H) 
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LONG INSTRUCTIONS — UNCENSORED 


H = High Mach 
CONVERSATION #3 — Ehrlichman (E) and Dean (D) 
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LONG INSTRUCTIONS — UNCENSORED 


CONVERSATION #4 — Mitchell (M), Nixon (N), Dean (D) 
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SHORT INSTRUCTIONS — UNCENSORED 
L= Low Mach 


H = High Mach 
CONVERSATION #1 — Nixon (N), Dean (D), Ehrlichman (E), Haldeman (H) 
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CONVERSATION #2 — Nixon (N) and Haldeman (H) 
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SHORT INSTRUCTIONS — UNCENSORED 
H = High Mach 
CONVERSATION #3 — Ehrlichman (E) and Dean (D) 
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U = Uncertain 
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SHORT INSTRUCTIONS — UNCENSORED 

CONVERSATION #4 — Mitchell (M), Nixon (N), Dean (D) 
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SHORT INSTRUCTIONS — UNCENSORED 
H = High Mach L = Low Mach U = Uncertain 
CONVERSATION #5 — Mitchell (M) and Nixon (N) 
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LONG INSTRUCTIONS — CENSORED 
L = Low Mach 


H = High Mach 
CONVERSATION #1 — Nixon (N), Dean (D), Ehrlichman (E), Haldeman (H) 
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CONVERSATION #2 — Nixon (N) and Haldeman (H) 
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H = High Mach L = Low Mach U = Uncertain * = No Rating 
CONVERSATION #3 — Ehrlichman (E) and Dean (D) 
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LONG INSTRUCTIONS — CENSORED 
L = Low Mach 
CONVERSATION #5 — Mitchell (M) and Nixon (N) 
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SHORT INSTRUCTIONS — CENSORED 
L = Low Mach 


H = High Mach 
CONVERSATION #1 — Nixon (N), Dean (D), Ehrlichman (E), Haldeman (H) 
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CONVERSATION #2 — Nixon (N) and Haldeman (H) 
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CONVERSATION #3 — Ehrlichman (E) and Dean (D) 
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CONVERSATION #4 — Mitchell (M), Nixon (N), Dean (D) 
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CONVERSATION #5 — Mitchell (M) and Nixon (N) 


N M N M N M N M N M N M 
Remark Number 1 2 3 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 


Nn 
nN 


(Packet #7) S H L H H H L H H L #H L 4# 
(Packet #8) S H L HH HL U L LU <#H L 454 
(Packet #7) S H L H H 4H L H HL H L 4H 
(Packet#17) Ss H LU H 4H L H Ui oL U HU 
(Packet#18) Ss H UH H 4H L H Li L H L 4H 


(Packet#9) So U U HH H H U HH L H UL 4H 


(Packet #8) S) H U oL H H U L #H oL H L 4H 
Agreement Ratio= 6 4 ) 7 6 4° 25 3 5 5 6 6 
T° 4 7 7 4 ae: tT 4 ta 


79 


AN EMPIRICAL STUDY OF THE NATURE OF MACHIAVELLIANISM 


AS UNCOVERED IN THE WHITE HOUSE TAPES 


A Thesis 
Presented to the 
Faculty of 


California State University, Fullerton 


by 


Robert Kurtz Stevenson 


Approved by: 


Lent 4. Tria) Has Bx 


Date 


~ lanl ek L ee de WS 


GC RE Date 


Cover page of the author’s 1975 Master’s Thesis, An Empirical Study of the Nature of 
Machiavellianism as Uncovered in the White House Tapes, the work from which this book 
is derived. The approval signatures of the three professors serving on the author’s 
Master’s Thesis committee—Dr. Harry P. Jeffrey (Dept. of Political Science, Committee 
Chairman), Dr. Philip J. Schreiner (Dept. of Speech Communications), 
and Dr. Stanley Woll (Dept. of Psychology)—appear on this page. 


80 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Almond, Gabriel A., The Appeals of Communism, (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University 
Press, 1954). 


Blacker, C. P., Eugenics: Galton and After, (London: Gerald Duckworth & Co. Ltd., 1952). 


Bochner, Arthur P., and Bochner, Brenda, “A Multivariate Investigation of Machiavellianism and 
Task Structure in Four-Man Groups, Speech Monographs, 39 (November, 1972), p. 277-285. 


Budd, Richard W., Thorpe, Robert K., and Donohew, Lewis, Content Analysis of Communications, 
(New York: Macmillan, 1967). 


Burgess, Robert W., Introduction to the Mathematics of Statistics, (Cambridge, Massachusetts: 
The Riverside Press, 1927). 


Christie, Richard and Geis, Florence L., Studies in Machiavellianism, (New York: Academic 
Press, 1970). 


Eysenck, Hans Jurgen, The Psychology of Politics, (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1954). 
Freund, John E., Statistics, (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1970). 


Hartshorne, H., and May, M. A., Studies in the Nature of Character, 3 Vols., (New York: 
Macmillan, 1928-30). 


Los Angeles Times, July 7, 1975, p. 6. 

Machiavelli, Niccolo, The Prince, The Discourses, (New York: Modern Library, 1970). 
Milbrath, Lester W., The Washington Lobbyists, (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1963). 

Poe, Edgar Allan, The Works of Edgar Allan Poe, (London: Kegan Paul, Trench, & Co., 1884). 


Rapoport, Anatol, Fights, Games, and Debates, (Ann Arbor, Michigan: University of Michigan 
Press, 1960). 


Spranger, Eduard, Types of Men, trans. Paul J. W. Pigors, (New York: Johnson Reprint 
Corporation, 1966). 


Stone, Philip J., et al, The General Inquirer: A Computer Approach to Content Analysis, 
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: The M.I.T. Press, 1966). 


U.S. Congress, House, Committee on the Judiciary, Hearings, 93" Cong., 2™ Sess., (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974). 


81 


U.S. Congress, House, Committee on the Judiciary, Impeachment of Richard M. Nixon, President 
of the United States, Report, 93"! Cong., 2 Sess., (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1974). 


U.S. Congress, Senate, Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities, The Final Report, 
93" Cong., 24 Session, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974). 


U.S. Congress, Senate, Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities, Hearings, 
Books 1-26, 93" Cong., 2" Sess., (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974). 


White House, Press Release of Address by the President on Live Television and Radio, Office of 
the White House Press Secretary, April 29, 1974. 


Whyte, William H., The Organization Man, (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1956). 
Williams, M. Lee, Hazleton, Vincent, and Renshaw, Steve, “The Measurement of 


Machiavellianism: A Factor Analytic and Correlational Study of Mach IV and Mach V,” Speech 
Monographs, 2 (June, 1975), p. 151-159. 


” ; R 
Dr. Phil Schreiner (right) and the author in 1975. Phil served on my MA Thesis 
committee and was a mentor friend who I often played tennis with. Phil 
impressed upon me the following: What is important is not the outcome, but 
rather the process. This was a lesson the key Watergate figures learned too late. 
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